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COMES NOW the alleged Appellant/Respondent, R John Forte, sui 
juris, in rebuttal to wit: 
Appellant/Respondent, R John Forte, asserts reserves and does not 
waive any of his constitutionally protected rights. 
Appellant/Respondent, R John Forte, is faced with an irreconcilable 
problem in rebutting Appellee/Plaintiffs Brief The original Trial Court 
case proceedings before The Honorable Terry Christiansen of the Third 
District Court of Salt Lake County were conduct in the NOM DE GUERRE, 
R. JOHN FORTE. The Appellee/Plaintiff has now changed the case to the 
Sovereign Being, R. John Forte. This can only be an effort to blend the two 
image designations into one which would conceal the illegal conversion of 
the Sovereign Being's true identity in a covert effort to make him the surety 
for the NOM DE GUERRE. The latter is discussed in the definitions in 
Section 7 of this Rebuttal. 
A point of fact which deals with the NOM DE GUERRE designations 
as used by the Appellee/Plaintiff CITIBANK, NA (SOUTH DAKOTA). I 
am not the name designation nor was I ever given the opportunity to 
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approved the use of or deny the use of the facsimile of my Sovereign 
Being's name. This is a violation of my constitutionally protected rights. 
Counsel for the Appellee/Plaintiff has offered legal citations of prior 
cases and statutes that have nothing whatsoever to do with the illegal 
conversion and use of my Sovereign Name. Permission was never sought or 
given for its use. Appellee/Plaintiff has avoided answering critical questions 
and requests that deal with the illegal conversion. 
Counsel for the Appellee/Plaintiff has signed the brief. I would ask 
one question. What firsthand knowledge does counsel have concerning this 
matter that he may testify in the Trial Court and in connection with this 
appeal? 
According to the laws that are in force, Appellee/Plaintiff has 
committed fraud. The Acts that have been violated are the prohibition by 
charter that credit can not be lent by a financial institution and the Truth in 
Lending Act. There is the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act and the 
prohibition of attorneys and/or collection companies buying debt from 
alleged creditors (transfer of an open credit account). None of these issues 
were ever answered by the Appellee/Plaintiff or their counsel. Their Silence 
is taken as an act of fraud. 
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The law in this matter is well settled and very clear. Financial 
institutions are prohibited from lending credit. The Appellee/Petitioner is 
guilty of issuing its credit and the illegal conversion of my birthright name. 
These material facts which affect this case were never disclosed to me by the 
Appellee/Plaintiff prior to the acquiring of my birthright signature under 
false and misleading pretences on their solicitation. The disclosing of this 
critical information prior to my signing their solicitation would have 
prevented me from signing in any capacity for the NOM DE GUERRE. I 
am certain that this is a fraudulent act design to induce my birthright 
signature. 
The Honorable Court and all BAR associated legal counsels are sworn 
to uphold the original Federal and State Constitutions in their Oaths of 
Office which are an issue in this matter. The fraud issue was a criminal act 
perpetrated by the Appellee/Petitioner upon the alleged defendant Sovereign 
Being, R. John Forte, within the Salt Lake County jurisdiction. The demand 
here is to uphold your oaths of Office and the law. 
Respectfully Submitted: / Arw\l, 




FAILURE TO ESTABLISH LAWFUL DEBT 
The following is evidence of the effort made to establish the lawful nature of 
the alleged debt which is the central issue before the court. The Plaintiff/Appellee 
has failed to respond to requests for specific evidence that would establish the 
lawfulness of the alleged claim of debt. The United States Supreme Court has 
ruled that "silence" is the equivalent of fraud 
It is not now, nor has it ever been my, as a sovereign being, intention to 
avoid paying any legitimate obligation that I owe. In order for me to determine 
whether or not the alleged debt is legitimate. It requires that the alleged creditor 
provide specific information. The alleged creditor failed to provide the specific 
evidence that they claim that I, a sovereign being, allegedly owe. The request was 
made for the alleged creditor to please forward all of the following documents in 
their possession as of the date of the original demand upon which my signature is 
claimed to appear. 
1. The first item to be provided is a copy of the original promissory note 
or contract bearing my signature after redacting the social security 
number to prevent identify theft. Any such copy will be notarized and 
sworn to as authentic under penalty of perjury. Further, that CITI 
BANK (SOUTH DAKOTA), NA is the holder in due course of said 
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promissory note or contract and will produce the original for my own 
and a judge's inspection should there be a trial on this contested matter. 
2. The production of the original entry general accounting journal and 
general ledger showing the full accounting of the alleged debt 
obligation as it may relate to me, as a sovereign being, that you are now 
attempting to collect. 
3. You are to identify by name and address all persons, corporations, 
associations, or any other parties having an interest in legal proceedings 
regarding this alleged debt. 
4. Provide a sworn statement before a notary from the original party-in-
interest with this credit account that the credit account was not written-
off (an accounting function), sold/purchased or transferred to a debt 
collector and that you know and understand that credit accounts and 
open account contracts are a series of continuing offers to contract and 
as such are non-transferable. 
5. This is notice to you that certain clauses in a contract of adhesion, such 
as a so-called forum selection clause, are unenforceable unless the party 
to whom the contract is extended could have rejected the clause without 
impunity. You are to establish with certainty that this offer to arbitrate 
was offered and reject in the matter before the court. 
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6. Under penalty of perjury, provide a notarized verification from the 
alleged creditor that you are authorized to act for them. 
7. Until a legitimate obligation has been established through factual 
evidence further contact with my work, my family or my self in writing 
or by telephone shall constitute the use of interstate communications 
mediums in a scheme of fraud, which you know is false with the 
intention that others rely on your written communication to their 
detriment. This is also a violation of the Fair Debt Collection Practices 
Act for purposes of bring forth a law suit. 
Many of the Trial Court documents are void of any reference to the alleged 
debt other than the amount of money claimed as due. In the rush to judgment, the 
only point of interest seems to be how much money was to be collected from the 
alleged defendant. 
The United States Supreme Court has made it clear that the failure or 
avoidance to answer question or request is the equivalent of Fraud. The 




The following are definitions of material facts that are involved with this 
matter. No authority has been knowledgeably given by me, R. John Forte, as a 
sovereign being, to use my birth name in connection with or in the form of the 
NOM DE GUERE name used by the Appellee/Plaintiff for this disputed debt. The 
NOM DE GUERRE and the sovereign being are not one and the same. One is a 
fiction and one is a flesh and blood being. 
Word or Phase Definitions: 
Birth Name: As defined here, Birth Name is the name that our parents gave 
us at birth. It is our sovereign right to be known by this name 
by all who deal with us. The Creator ordained it to be this way 
and no one has the right or privilege to change it without our 
informed consent. Yet, government, banking and business 
believe they have the privilege to change our birth name into 
the NOM DE GUERRE for their purposes without our 
knowledgeable consent. 
Sovereign Being: As used here, it is the name identification that our parents 
(father and mother) gave us at birth. They did not give us the 
all capital letters NOM DE GUERRE name. (Example: Mr. 
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and Mrs. Smith named their daughter Mary Betty Smith in 
upper and lower case letters.) The all capital letters NOM DE 
GUERRE was never an agreed name for the child. Neither the 
mother and father and certainly not the new born baby had the 
right or opportunity to challenge the renaming of the new born 
sovereign. The hospitals and local government have assumed 
the role of doing the conversion along with the States' health 
services agencies. Never was there given the opportunity to 
challenge the record since the state commandeered the privilege 
of renaming the child. 
NOM DE- As used in the realm of government, banking and businesses, 
GUERRE: the NOM DE GUERRE is used for all transactions and/or 
business dealings with the corporate structure (Example: John 
A. Jones is converted to JOHN A. JONES) 
The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language: 
Fourth Edition. 2000. 
NOUN: Inflected forms: pi. noms de guerre (nom); a fictitious 
name; a pseudonym; 
ETYMOLOGY: French: nom, name + de, of + guerre, war. 
nom de guerre - PRONUNCIATION: nom' d© gar' 
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Conversion: It is the involuntary exchanging of the birth name for the 
corporate all capital letters name issued by the government, 
banking and business. This act of conversion was never a 
constitutionally intended as an act of government nor allowed 
to be used by banking and business. 
Consent: Consent of the sovereign being was never obtain nor solicited 
and therefore an illegal conversion of the birth name was the 
result. The reason for the default change of name was and is 
the ignorance of the parents and the age of the new born child. 
Signature: As defined here, it is the written image of the sovereign's name 
that was learned through the formative years of life to identify 
our sovereign being. A sovereign's signature is his or her 
birthright from the moment of their birth to the moment of their 
death. It belongs to no other sovereign or fictitious entity 
(government, banking or business). It may only be said that it 
conveys agreement where ALL material facts are present prior 
to its endorsement of a document. Failure to fully inform voids 
the sovereign's signature and invalidates any document or 
series of documents to which it is affixed under the statute of 
frauds. 
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Contract or The United States Constitution guarantees an unlimited right to 
Agreement contract (agreement) or enter into contractual agreements. 
Contract follows agreement after all terms and conditions have 
been fully disclosed. The offer of the contract must disclose 
any and all conditions that have been placed on the contract 
before it is accepted as an agreement of the parties. Failure to 
fully disclose renders any contract void on it s face (prima 
facia) on the grounds of fraud. The United States Supreme 
Court has ruled that silence on any material issue is fraud. The 
credit account is fraud in that nothing is disclosed prior to the 
signing of the solicitation (not an agreement or contract) which 
is converted to an alleged agreement of the parties without full 
disclosure. The most glaring fact about the solicitation is that 
the lending of credit by the credit issuer is not disclosed. No 
agreement is possible without this disclosure and any 
agreement under such circumstances is fraud. Also, there must 
be an agreement in writing to submit to any dispute to binding 
arbitration. Again, this clause is absent from the alleged credit 
account agreement along with the mutual signatures of 
sovereign beings to said arbitration agreement. 
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Credit Account: A credit account as defined here is an account based upon, in 
banking terms, "out-of-thin-air-funds". There is no substantive 
value attached to the alleged dollar lent. The Federal Reserve 
would not exchange it for an equal value of gold, silver or other 
precious metal or stones. It has only an agreed upon value 
between the parties to any exchange using credit as money. 
Credit does not satisfy the requirements of money as defined by 
the constitution. The definition of constitutional money has 
never been changed. Yet we continue to accept the valueless 
paper notes of the Federal Reserve as a medium of exchange. It 
is not the medium of exchange that is objectionable. It is the 
money changers plan, conduct and goal of economic 
enslavement of sovereign beings upon which the fraud is based. 
Money: The Federal Reserve Notes are used as a medium of exchange. 
The Federal Reserve Banks have made it clear that there is no 
exchange rate if surrendered to them. This makes the federal 
Reserve Notes (FRN) valueless as opposed to constitutionally 
defined money which had an exchange value in gold, silver or 
other precious metals or stones. It is, for all practical purposes, 
a debt instrument. 
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I believe that the fraudulent nature of the credit account that was attempted 
to be collected is well defined in the definitions given above. 
In closing these definitions, it is to be made clear that I, R. John Forte, a 
sovereign being, have disputed this alleged "debt". 
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ADDENDUM 
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
For more than 3500 years, the plea of King David has echoed in the 
world's Halls of Justice. The plea is found in the Book of Psalms (Jewish 
Law) at 82:1-4 (The Living Bible) to wit: "Judges listen to the evidence." 
From the Life Application Bible the admonishment is "How long will you 
judge unjustly". 
This nation's judicial system was originally based upon the accepted 
legal axiom "EQUALITY UNDER THE LAW IS PARAMOUNT AND 
MANDATORY BY LAW". 
The Supreme Court has warned those whom intend to usurp their power to 
wit: 
"He who defiles a decision interpreting the Constitution knows precisely 
what he is doing. If sane, he hardly may be heard to say that he knew not 
what he did. Of course, willful conduct cannot be made definite that which 
is not defined. But, willful course, willful conduct cannot be made definite 
that which is not defined, certainly are in no position to say that they had no 
adequate advanced notice that they would be visited with punishment. 
When they act willfully in the sense to which we use the word, they act in 
open defiance or reckless disregard of Constitutional requirement." In re: 
Screws v. United States 325 US 91, 65 S. CT. 1031, 89 L. Ed. 1495" 
"COURT OFFICIALS of the said COURT [and CORPORATE OFFICERS] 
have no immunity from commercial liability when violating Treaty or 
Constitutional Rights and Immunities, for each are deemed to know the 
law." In re: Maine v. Thibodeau, 100 S.C. R. 2502. Each can be prosecuted 
under USC Title 18 § 241 and 242; and Title 42, § 1983, not limited. 
[Emphasis added] 
6-1 
USC Title 42, Section 1983, 42 USC 1986, 18 USC 1951, 1956, action for 
neglect to prevent: 
"Every person who, having knowledge that any of the wrongs conspired to 
be done, and mentioned in section 1985 of Title 42, are about to be 
committed, and having power to prevent or aid in preventing the commission 
of the same neglects or refuses so to do, if such wrongful act be committed, 
shall be liable to the party injured, or his legal representatives, for all 
damages caused by such wrongful act, which such person by reasonable 
diligence could have prevented. Full authority granted to anyone by 42 USC 
1986." 
"The Court is to protect against any encroachment of constitutionally and 
Treaty secured Liberties." In re: Boyd v US 116 US 616. 
"Where Rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rule 
making or legislation which would abrogate them." In re: Miranda v. 
Arizona, 384 US 436, 491. 
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ADDENDUM 
THE ALLEGED DEBT 
NOTICE OF DISPUTED CLAIM; Original Creditor, CITI BANK (SOUTH 
DAKOTA), NA, 
Account Number 5491 1303 1422 0294, 
Alleged Debt Balance $22,403.57 
I, R. John Forte, a sovereign being, have never knowingly, 
intentionally or willingly and being fully informed signed for this alleged 
debt. 
Notice of dispute is given under the authority of The Fair Debt 
Collections Practices Act. 
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Certificate of Mailing 
I, R John Forte, certify that on A^W" / , 2006,1 mailed a true and 
correct copy of APPELLATE BRIEF, postage prepaid via United States Mail, addressed as 
follows: 
ERIK A. CHRISTIANSEN (7372) 
DAMON J. GEORGELAS (9751) 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
One Utah Center 
201 South Main St., Suite 1800 
P. O. Box 45898 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84145-0898 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dated: % I \ I t ^ 
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